3

Why [ Oppese Vietnam Crilics

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

or
HON. CHARLES
OF MICIIIGAN
IN THE ITOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, January 27, 1966
Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask con-’
sent to include in the Recorp Lthe follow-
g article by Dr. John P. Roche:

A DISTINGUISIIED PROFESSOR LEXPLAING:
I Orrose VIETNAM CRITICS

(By Dr. John P, Roche)

Wiy

(Nore—Dr. John J. Roche {s Morris Hill-"

i quit, professor of labor and soclal thought

at Brandcis University ln Waltham, Mass,
He was natlonal chalrmian of Americans for
Democratic Action from 1962 to 1965, and is.
the author of numcrous works on American
politles, the most rcecent belng “Shadow and-
Bubstance, Essays on the Theory and Struc-
ture of Politics.” '

(The artlcle cxpressing his views on the,
anti-Vietnam movement was written spi-'
cially for the Detrolt News.)

I have been actively involved in arguments
over American foreign policy since the eve

"of World War II, but I confess that never

in my memory has there been such an intense
outpouring of irrational bitterness as we
are sceing today.

Only the high point of “McCarthyism"
could possibly match the tirades that nro'
appearing on the subject of Vietnam, and
not since I denounced the John Birch So-
ciety in print some 5 or 6 years ago have.
I rccelved the kind of hate mail that has been
coming {n lately: “Drop dead you — baby-,
burner."

What is peculiar about the anti-Vietnam
movement (or movements—there is no mono-
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y definition then, the “"radleal intelice-
1" must bnse hils opposition Lo our in-
volvement in Vietnam on principled rather
than expedientinal grounds. And anyono
cluiming the status of an intellecluatl—rad-
leal or otherwise—is under tho commpelling
obligation to formulnte his views with logleal
consistency: he connot lcapfrog his premlses
anyllme one of them beging to seem in«’
adcguate,

Ii ho rejects violence, he must do so on thoe
basis of goneric commitments, If he snys,
"I recject war Dbeeause innocent pcople are
kilied,” he ls forbldden nny favorite wars.

Now on what principled grounds can an
intcliectual <denounce the war in Vietnam?
It scems to me there are two principled:
bases of oppositlon, )

The flyst is an absolute rejectlon of war na
an inatrument of Internatlonal policy wilch:
should be accompanied by an equivalent re-
jection of vlolence in personal relations.

Tius 18, of course, tho clnsslcal pacifist
postlon nobly exemplified In our time by A.
J. Muste and the Amerlcan Friends Service
Commltico. 'The pacifist, whebther religious
or humanist, has mado o total dedication to
a world without violence, hins adopted what
Max Weber called an e¢thic of ultimate ends,
and is quite prepared to:'speak truth to
power” whatever may be the porsonal con--
sequences,

I nm: unable to accept the final demands of !
porifism, Yot I am quite pirepnred to roemg-
niza and no=at those who t+ th's post-
tion. They nre spokesmen for wial 11 prob-
ably an impossible ideal, but I hape, in the
interests of my descendants, that il.2u ldeal
will trlumph,

However, I must llve with my ! milations,
and I am simply not enpable of arguing that,
ithe Indians should passively submic to the
Chinese, the Israclis to the Arabsg, or the-
blaclk Rhodesians to the whites (or for that
matter the Negroes of Mississippl to the Ku®
Kiux Klan) In the name of this ultimnte
vision of nonviolence.

Thus, while I cannot accept his premise, T
have no quarrol with the pacifist who ob-
Jeels Lo our intervention In Vietnam: Ile is,

Justice of the Communist cause in Vicluam
since this and thls alone can provide prin-
cipled grounds to the nonpactiisi, upponent
of U.5. policy. (There are n niunher of exs
pedientlal grounds for opposinm the wvur and
taliing an isolationist posture in Asin, hul we

are here concerned with the morul bases of '

oppusltion.)
Prof. Bugene Genovese, of Rutgers Unlver-

reject (the lmpendlng Vietcong “victory in
Vietnam, I welcome 1£.” Trom his vantage
point n5 the prophet of the Marxist weltpeist,
Genovese sces Lhe confrontation in Vietnam
ns one between an historlcally progressive
north nnd o
south.

. slty, stated very frankly: “IL do not fear or |

renctionary ncocoloniallst |

- If one shares Professor Genovese’s Marxist -

religious convictions, tt 18 patent that the
United States is the "buttress of reaction,"
that we are trying to derail the locomotive
of history, and that we are fighting n renr-
gunrd action ngalnst the forces of “historleal
progress.”

By definition a war apgainst socinllsm
must, be immoral—Professor Genovese and
those who agree with him have thus set forth
n consistent case for opposing the war.
Those of his persuasion and the integrai
iclists are, I submit, the only individuals
wio have established thelr standing as moral
ciitics of American intervention,

PRACTICALITY RATHER THAN MORALITY

Let us now turn to the other types of nanti-
war argument which can be broadly desig-
nated as expedlential or pragmatle.

Hcre we have a broad spectrum ranging
from new-fashloned isolatlonists on onec ex-
treme to the "American protectlion is more
hnzardous than Commuunist tyranny” posi=
tion at tho other, 'These objections to our
actions run against their practieality or pro-
ductivity rather than their morallty,

An interesting development has been the

conversion of a number of Itherals, and even,
- gome alleged radicals, to the dogmas-of !

geopolitics, traditionally o reactionary enter-
tainment.
The great expectation among these nco-

oved For Release : CIA-RDP75-00149R000200240007-¢’1Ab3b
FOIADb3D ..

, lithic organization) is that its headquarters, in Thoreau's phrase, marching to a different’ Machiavelllans 18 that, with the proper brihe,
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are found in what {s often calied the "intel-
. lectual” sector of American soclety, but that

' the atmosphere In which it operates i3 remi- -

"niscent not of intellectual argument and
discourse but of the primitive religious camp
meeting complete with hymns, chants, and
apocalyptic visions,

And what passes for argument is, at least
to one who has mnde a life's commitment
to rationnl discourse, appalling beyond beillef,
Recently, for example, after I had presented
my viewa in support of the adminlstration’s”
policy a young man leaped to his feet and
impaled me with “Would Christ have carried
a draft card?” The best I could do was say *
that one intelligent question deserved an- !
other and asked him, “Would Christ have
carried a social sccurity card?”

ANTIWAR ARGUMENTS EXAMINED

Since the opponents of our intervention in
Vietnam have refused to carry the logical
burden of setting out thelr premises in co-
herent fashion, let me try to examine what ,
I take to be the different grounds on which
an American can ratlonally come out against -
the Vietnam war,

Starting at the simplest level, an individual
may oppose the war beeause he does not want |
to take any tlme out from his career for
military service, because it would make his
mother nervous if he were in the Army, or
even because the pay is insuflicient.

These are quite rationol stnnds, though

* hardly nadequate as a foundatlon for na-

tional policymaking. Nor~It must be em-
‘phasized-—~do they supply much of n base !
for a radical critigue of the "warfare state”—|
whatever the content of “radicallsm” 'may
be, it 18 certainly not bulit around the prop-

- osition "I want to survive.”

Everyone has a constitutional right not to
be a hero (I have exercised my privileges
under this heading on oceasion), but he has -
no right to dress up his human failings in a

halo of higher morality. San itized - App?g\yga Pg[’wetret

drum and his dedication to his objective XHo Chi Minh wlil become a “Tito"” nnd pre-
transcends the mundane criterla of interna~ sumably rush to contain Red China. The
tional relations ns we know them. In the problem with this 1o that the Red Chinese
Augustinian sense, ho Is in this work but not have not been leaning on Ho: Tito, after all,
of it—hls allegiance I8 to & cliy of God dld not become a ""Tito” for the sheer novelty
which the rest of us can only imagine as & of it. DBut our geopolltical finaglers may de~
misty, remote apliration. IHis witness de-' viso some way of getting the Chinese Com-
mands our respoct. . munlsts to put the arm on Ho (perhaps with
If one is not a pacifist, he may silll find “a research grant from the CIA),
n moral basis for condemning American ; A variation on the geopolitical theme sug-

pelicy in Vietnam by orguing that—whlle gests that we should turn the South Viet- -

violence per se Is not necessarily evil—the namese over to Ho, make the Russians hap-"

goals of public. policy are immoral and cor-
rupt all the Instruments. It is not that in-
nocent women and chlldren are dying, but
that they are dying unnccessarily as a~ con=
sequence of an evil policy.

An indlvidual with this approach could
logically support war in defense of India or
Israel while opposing our activities in Viet-
nam, But this line of argument requires
considerable support, One cannot simply
say that he 1s prepared to use violence in
sltuation X Dbut < in  situation ¥ on
grounds of personal taste, bceause he likes
Indians or Israclis,

consistent theoretical Infrastructure.
THERE CAN DE ONLY ONE ANSWER

What basis is there for charging thnt we
are engaged In an immornl war in Vietnam?
Paclfists excepled, there can only be one

‘one answer! that the Communists are right

and we are wrong, that we nre engaged in
an "unjust war."”
making are Irrclevant—if wo are wrong, it
would be ns immoral to fight with crossbows
a8 withh Jets and napalm,

Slmilarly, the fact that innhocent women
and children ave dying is in itself irrelovant—

\f we were right, as we presumably were in .

fighting Nazl Germnany, thie death of the in-
nocent would be written off ns amr unfortu-
nnte byproduct of noccssary and just acts,

Any charge of immoral--
ity, in sum, has to be formulated on some

The technigques of war-|

py, the Red Chinese mad, and thus stimu-
late the Sino-Soviet schism. Somebody has,
I think, suggested that we could Improve
this scenarlo by glving the South Vietnamese
to tho Russlans to give to Ho.

I think this bush league Machiavellianism

is childish nonscnse: for one thinpg, it is
unwise to dabble in the hcresles of other
. men's churches, Morcover, E. H, Carr's ob-
gervation on o similar effort In geopolitical
., horse trading sticks In my mind as a warn-
. ing to our self-styled “realists.” .
. "Tho negotiations,” Carr remarked in 1039,
“which led up to the Munich Agreement of
September 29, 1938, were the nearest ap-
proach in recent years to the settlement of

1 & major Internatlonal issue by a procedure of

peaceful change.” Unfortunately, the Nazis
refuscd to stay bought and Carr had to do
somo rewrlting for the next cdition of thle
work,

The most persunsive arpument for getting
out of Vietnam rests on what might be called
updated isolntlonism. Ironically, lsolntlon-

devoto itself wholeheartedly to afiluence in
ono country and let the rest of the world slide
off into chaos,

'

Weapons technology has ended our need for

" forelgn bases! with ICBM's and naval pow=--

‘or We no longer have any military rationale
for involvement outside of the Westorn

ism 15 In the 1060's o functional position;.
1.e, 1t lg fcasible for the United States to -
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